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ABSTRACT 
Thermador/Waste King manufactures a specialty built-in 
kitchen appliance line that bases its appeal on styling, 
innovative features and performance. The appliance mar-
ket has changed significantly in recent years, both in 
distribution channels and number and relative strength 
of competitors. If we are to continue to maintain and 
develop our niche position, we must maintain an external 
orientation to our business. We must introduce new prod-
uct that satisfies the dimensions of quality sought by 
our customers and insist that the marketers in our dJs-
tributjon channels offer an augmented product that en-
hances our efforts. This survey of recent 'customers' 
perceptions of Thermador/Waste King product quality of-
fers us an opportunity to measure our current level of 
success or failure and indicates directions for future 
efforts and improvements. 
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OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY 
A. To determine if recent purchasers 
Waste King products have had their 
of Thermadorl 
quality .expecta-
tions confirmed or disconfirmed after installation and 
use of the equipment. 
B. To determine if there is any correlation between 
the 
the 
type of store where the product was purchased and 
amount of post-purchase consonance or dissonance 
experienced by our customers. 
C. To collect and evaluate· this information using 
these criteria. 
1. Expected Durability 
2.~ Expected Reliabllily 
3. Expected Serviceability 
4. Performance 
5. Aesthetics 
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LI TERA TUftE REV I IN 
Muoh has been written about quality and oustomers' 
peroeptlons of quality. A substantial amount of the 
available researoh oenters on prepurohase Information 
and Its effeot on purohase deoisions. With the wide ar-
ray of goods and servioes available In today's market-
plaoe, oonsumers are often foroed to make deoislons 
based on inoomplete Information. 
Patriola A. Goering indloates that tlThese deoisions 
are based on expeotations about produot quality rather 
than on oertain knowledge. Ceteris paribus, the higher 
on individual's expeotatlons, the higher the prloe the 
Individual will pay for a produot ••••• Consumers whose 
expected utility Is sufflolently high, given the ourrent 
prioe, make purohases. After oonsumption, eaoh indi-
vidual evaluates the quality of the purohased produot 
and uses this private Information to update his/her 
expeotatlons ••• "CGoerlng 1985) 
The degree to whloh these expeotations are revised 
by usage is subJeot to interpretation. Rolph E. Anderson 
lists four psyohologloal theories which may be _ consid-
ered to affeot oustomer satisfaotion, (1) oognative-dis-
sonanoe, (2) contrast, (3) generalized negativity, and 
(4) assimilation-contrast. Of the four, Anderson's 
researoh found the strongest tendency toward 
5 
assimilation-contrast. The customer has a range of per-
formance helshe deems acceptable. If the product usage 
yieJds resuJts within these constraints the disparity 
between expectation and performance is narrowed. If the 
results are outside the parameters however, the dispar-
ity is widened disproportionately (Anderson. 1973). 
The reJevant range of acceptability can be influ-
enced by the degree of compJexlty ot tne product as weJJ 
the amount of overstatement or understatement provided 
by advertising or sales presentations before the pur-
chase decision. (Olshavsky and Miller 1972; Anderson 
1973). 
Further complicating the issue Is the likelihood of 
dissimilar cognitions of performance standards between 
buyer and seller (Folkes and Kotsos 1986). While a 
manufacturer may be busily trying to Improve Its prod-
ucts by guidelines established by the engineering or 
quality control department, It Is entirely conceivable 
that the marketplace Is evaluating Its offerings by en-
tirely different criteria. 
Industry has a vital reason to be concerned with 
quality. According to Tom Peters, nThe Strategic Plan-
, 
ning Institute In Cambridge Mass. has developed what 
beJleve to be the most extensive data base on which to 
, 
analyze the impact that various business strategies have 
on the bottom line. .••• the institute found that 
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'relative perceived product quality' is the single most 
important factor in determining Jong term 
profitability." (1986) 
Is performance the primary component of quality? 
How Important are other criteria, i.e. styling, durabil-
ity, etc.? In fact, the definition of quality is elu-
sive and subject to interpretation. One general defini-
tion is "fitness for use" which implies that the product 
will perform the function for which It was acquired. 
This concept is embodied in the "implied warranty of 
merchantability" which is often stated in legal cases 
involving product performance. 
Beyond that simple definition of quality, any num-
ber of criteria can be added. G. H. Manoochehri asserts 
that ..... a quality product or service Is one that meets 
customer's specifications and reqUirements, is 
conslstant, and Is available at a competitive cost." He 
states further that the customer's perceptions are a vi-
tal part of his definition and that manufacturers must 
address the user's "needs and tastes" in order to 
produce a product 
(Manoochehri 1985). 
In an interview for 
embodies true qual i ty 
Appliance Manufacturer 
magazine, Dick Lieberman, National Merchandise Manager-
Sears laundry and refrigeration products said, "Quality 
in major appliances is manifested in many ways. It's the 
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way the. goods look, the way they feel; it's something in 
the nature of the goods that testing in our labs and 
service reports from the field tell us how well the 
products work •••• We have a quality triangle which is 
constantly used to rate our suppliers and their prod-
ucts. It rates the intrinsic qual Jty--the guts of the 
merchandise, the extrinsic quality--how well the product 
unique features and functions (Maczka 1986)." 
David A. Garvin recognized the problems associated 
with the commonly used defJn!tlons of quality and at-
tempted to subdivide the elements of quality into "di-
mensions" that can be evaluated separately. He lists: 
1. Performance (primary product characteristics) 
2. Features ("bells and whistles") 
3. Reliability (frequency of failure) 
4. Conformance (match with specifications) 
5. Durability (product life) 
s. Serviceability (speed of repair) 
7. Aesthetics ("fits and finishes") 
8. Perceived quality (reputation and intangibles) 
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Garvin believes that companies should determine the 
dimensions of quality on which they will concentrate 
their efforts and compete on those dimensions alone. He 
contends that It Is imposslb:e to be effective In all 
areas. Thus companies must develop a comprehensive un-
derstanding of their customers perceptions of quality 
through survey and analysis and work to satisfy those 
perceptions (Garvin 1984). 
Men and women may Interpret quality differently. A 
Gallup study Indicated that men are concerned with prod-
uct performance and durability but women also consider 
service, ease of repair, and warranties (American Demo-
graphics 1986). In fact warranties are Important gauges 
of product quality for a substantial segment of consum-
ers (Wiener 1985). However, it has not been determined 
if the significance of warranties extends across all 
product lines or if there is a "saturation point" after 
which a longer or better warranty Is no longer a factor 
in perceived quality valuations. 
Garvin's analysis of the quality question offers a 
valid basis for further study of Thermador/Waste King's 
customer base and It was decided to use his criteria for 
an analysis of our customers' quality p~rceptions as 
they pertain to performance. 
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RESEARCH METHODOLOCY AND RATIONALE 
A pilot study was conducted to rank Garvin's qual-
ity dimensions in order of importance to consumers and 
to determine If consumers could discern differences in 
the dimensions between available brands before making 
their purchase decision. Even if a particular quality 
aspect Is Important, Inability to differentiate would 
make measurable comparisons difficult. 
Questionnaires were distributed to retail kitchen 
and appliance dealers with a cover letter asking the 
dealer to give the questlonnnare to prospective custom-
ers of built-In kitchen equipment [see appendix 1]. 
The results of the pilot study ranked Garvin's cri-
teria In order of Importance to prospective buyers as 
1 • Durability 
2. Reliability 
3. Serviceability 
4. Aesthetics 
5. Perceived Quality 
6. Performance 
7. Conformance 
8. Features 
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The pilot study showed that the first three aspects 
are most Important but are difficult to measure In terms 
of short-term post purchase consonance or dissonance. 
Perceived quality as defined by Garvin Is also difficult 
to measure. It vas decided to use expected reliability, 
serviceability, and durability as dimensions for further 
analysis. The change to pro forma criteria also Involved 
cluslon was required. 
In addition to the above criteria, performance and 
aesthetics were added to the dimensions to be analyzed. 
A printout of customers who received a cash rebate 
from a Thermador/Waste King national sales promotion 
held during the first six months of 1987 provided a 
source from which a sample of recent customers could be 
drawn. The printout contained all the necessary cus-
tomer and product information and could be segregated by 
geographic area. Although It was recognIzed that the use 
of that list might bias the sample to those people pre-
disposed to correspond, i. e. so 1 I cit rebates, the 
amount of the rebates ranged from thirty to one hundred 
dollars and it was believed that a majority of customers 
would apply if offered the opportunity. 
A mail survey of Thermador/Waste King customers was 
conducted based on the type of product purchased. Three 
products were selected for evaluation dishwasher, 
1 1 
Cook'n'Vent~- electric coil cooktop. and combination 
microtherma} oven (CHT). 
The Thermador/Waste King dishwasher Is available In 
four models under the Thermador brand and three models 
under the Waste King brand. All models have similar con-
struction and features and are priced from $500 to $800 
at retail (exhibit 1]. 
comes 
equipped with a built In ventilation system and Is de-
signed for indoor grilling and griddllng as well as con-
ventional surface cooking. The Cook'n'Vent system re-
tails for approximately $1000 (exhibit 2]. 
The CMT combination mtcrothermal oven allows the 
user to bake, broil, microwave or combination micro-bake 
or micro-broil In a full size porcelain self-cleaning 
oven caVity. It Is also self-venting and requires 
built-In Installation. Available In single and double 
ovens in three styles, the CMT is priced at $2400 to 
$3200 at retail [exhibit 3]. 
Three geographical markets were defined (south, 
north, west) to detect any regional differences [see ap-
pendix 21. Since the sampling frame was limited to cus-
tomers who applied for rebates, the sample was re-
stricted. A total of 649 questionnaires were distributed 
In the three areas, with approximately 75 questionnaires 
in each product category going to each area. A one 
12 
dollQr bill was enclosed with each questionnaire to 
maximize the return. Respondents were asked to rate the 
importance of the selected dimensions of product quality 
to their purchase decision and further to rate the 
Thermador/Waste King product purchased using the same 
criteria. Different sub-elements of performance were 
used for each of the three product categories as indi-
cated. Color was not used as an element of aesthetics 
for dishwashers since customers can select choice of 
colors for that product [e,:hibl ts 5-7). 
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FINDINCS 
G~EAAL 
The return rate was approximately 44X. Respondents 
had used their Thermador appliances for an average of 
six months [appendix 4]. Twenty-seven percent indicated 
they had bought their appliance from a kitchen dealer, 
while 70% purchased from an appliance store {appendix 
5]. Responses by geographical region were appro~imately 
equivalent [appendix 6). 
Responses to the post-purchase evaluation questions 
were assigned a ranking from -2 for "far below expecta-
tions" and 0 for "meets expectations" to +2 for "far 
above expectations". These values were then multiplied 
by the pre-purchase values for the same criteria to de-
velop a score that could be used to rank the responses. 
Performance and aesthetic subsets were evaluated 
separately and also combined to create a composite score 
for those two elements. A negative score reflects a de-
gree of dissatisfaction with the particular dimension 
being measured. Further, a larger absolute value Indi-
cates the criteria is more important and/or has a higher 
degree of satisfaction or dissatisfaction for the re-
spondent. For all products combined the results / are 
shown in table 1. 
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TABLE 1 
QUALITY SATISFACTION SCORES - ALL PRODUCTS COMBINED 
Dissatisfied Satisfied 
Durab iIi ty 7.8% 92.2% 
Re I I ab Iii ty 15.2X 84 •. 8% 
Serv i ceab 1 I I ty 12.8% 87.2% 
Aesthetics 8.7X 91.8% 
Performance 33.9% 66.1 % 
[Appendix 7) 
Of those respondents expressing dissatisfaction 
with reliability. serviceability, or durability, the ma-
jority scored a -5 or lower. indicating that quality di-
mension was deemed very important and was below or. far 
below expectations. A score of -10 indicates the factor 
was very important and far below expectations. 
TABLE 2 
DEGREE OF DISSATISFACTION - ALL PRODUCTS COMBINED 
Total % 
Dissatisfied 
Durability 7.8% 
Reliability 15.2% 
Serviceability 12.8% 
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=< -:5 
Dissatisfied 
6.4% 
13.6% 
11 .1% 
-10 
Dissatisfied 
4.1 % 
7.4% 
5.6% 
Conversely, of those respondents indicating a 
positive score on the durability. reliability or ser-
viceability dimensions, a substantial number scored a +5 
or greater, indicating that quality dimension was deemed 
very important and was above or far above expectations. 
A score of +10 indicates the factor was very important 
and far above expectations. 
TABLE 3 
DEGREE OF SATISFACTION - ALL PRODUCTS COMBINED 
Durab iIi ty 
Re I I ab IIi ty 
Serviceability 
Total % 
Satisfied 
92.2% 
84.8X 
87.2% 
=> +5 
Satisfied 
44.0X 
59.9% 
38.0% 
+10 
Satisfied 
23.9% 
I 
20.2% 
23.9% 
The performance and aesthetics dimensions are more 
difficult to evaluate on a combined basis for all three 
products since the subsets of criteria differ by prod-
uct. Once the subsets of criteria were added, the abso-
lute value of the maximum or minimum score was 40 for 
the performance dimension and 30 for the aesthetics di-
mension. The percentage of respondents scoring in the 
extreme ranges was small. The data Indicate that the 
majority of dissatisfied respondents were either 
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strongly displeased with only one element of performance 
or aesthetics or were mildly displeased with one or more 
elements that were relatively unimportant to them. 
TABLE 4 
DEGREE OF DISSATISFACTION - ALL PRODUCTS COMBINED 
(includes all elements of performance & aesthetics) 
Performance 
Aesthetics 
Total X 
Dissatisfied 
33.9% 
8.7% 
FINDINCS BY PRODUCT 
Dishwashers 
=< -5 
Dissatisfied 
23.7% 
5.9% 
=< -10 
Dissatisfied 
12.5% 
2.8% 
Thermador/Waste King dishwasher respondents n.d 
used their machines an average of 6 months (appendix 81. 
Thirteen percent of dishwasher customers decided to buy 
Thermador/Waste King after a demonstration or explana-
tion by a kitchen dealer, 49% by an appliance dealer and 
the balance from a friend's recommendation (14%) or some 
other source (24%) [appendix 9]. Only 17.8% purchased 
their dishwasher from a kitchen dealer while 77.6% went 
to an appliance dealer [appendix 5]. Returns by geo-
graphical region were within 10.2% of each other 
(appendix 6]. Analysis of variance techniques were used 
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to compare the effect of different geographical areas 
and the type of dealer from whom the dishwasher was pur-
chased to the level of satisfaction achieved. No sig-
nificant differences were discovered for dishwasher pur-
chasers in the interaction of area or dealer to the 
individual quality criteria •. 
Using the same scoring procedure as above. re-
sponses were assigned values and multiplied to provide a 
ranking [appendix 10]. The dishwasher quality satisfac-
tion scores are shown in table 5. 
TABLE 5 
QUALITY SATISFACTION SCORES - DISHWASHER 
Dissatisfied Satisfied 
Durabil i ty 7.6% 92.4% 
Re 1 i ab iIi ty 13.8% 86.21 
Serviceability 10.6% 89.4% 
Aesthetics 6.1 % 93.9% 
Performance 47.5% 52.5% 
Of those users expressing dissatisfaction with re-
liability. serviceability or durability. the majority 
scored a -5 or lower. indicating that dimension was 
deemed very important and was below or far below expec-
tations. The percentage scoring -10 on any· of those 
aspects was under 4%. 
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The respondents with a zero or positive score on 
reliability, serviceability and durability were evenly 
distributed with approximately 45% evaluating the crite-
ria at zero (meets expectations) and 40% rating those 
quality dimensions as above expectations. 
Aesthetics were scored on both a combined basis 
with all three subsets of criteria added to form a total 
performance rankIng and by tne indivIdual eJements. The 
rankings for the three elements of aesthetics as well as 
the overall rating are shown in table 6. 
TABLE 6 
AESTHETICS SATISFACTION SCORES - DISHWASHER 
<By Elements) 
Aesthetics (CompOSite) 
Styling 
Fit and finish 
Feel 
Dissatisfied 
6.1% 
4.7% 
3.8% 
5.9% 
Satisfied 
93.9% 
95.3% 
96.2% 
94.1% 
The percentage of respondents Indicating an aes-
thetics dissatisfaction score less than -5 was so small 
that further analysis of degree of dissatisfaction is 
not valid. 
The percentage of responses generating a score of 
+10 or greater on the combined aesthetics score was 
34.3%, implying that those customers rated one or more 
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elements of aesthetics important and found the dish-
washer above or far above expectations on those dimen-
sions. 
Analysis of the individual components of the aes-
thetics score shows that 28X of respondents rated styl-
ing as very important and found the dishwasher above or 
far above expectations. Fit and finish was very impor-
tant an~ above or far above expectations for 27.9% and 
feel was very important and above or far above expecta-
tions for 11.9X of Thermador dishwasher customers 
polled. 
Performance was scored on both a combined basis 
with all four subsets of criteria added to form a total 
performance ranking and by the Individual elements. The 
rankings for the four elements of performance as well as 
the overall rating are shown in table 7. 
TABLE 7 
PERFORMANCE SATISFACTION SCORES - DISHWASHER 
(by Elements) 
Performance (CompOSite) 
Cleaning Ability - Dishes 
Cleaning Ability - Pans 
Drying 
Quiet Operation 
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Dissatisfied 
47.5X 
17.0X 
25.0X 
17.9X 
47.71. 
Satisfied 
52.5X 
83.0X 
75.0X 
82.1X 
52.31. 
The largest percentage of dissatisfied users report 
that quiet operation is very important to them and the 
dishwasher is below or far below expectations. Although 
approximately 45% of users indicate the machine meets 
expectations for cleaning ability and drying, only 31.8% 
provide the same response for noise level. 
Thermador Cook'n'Vent respondents had used their 
Thirty cooktops an average of 5 months [appendix Ill. 
seven percent of cooktop customers decided to 
Thermador after a demonstration or explanation 
kitchen dealer, 32.J% by an appliance dealer and 
balance from a friend's recomaendation (IS.1X) or 
buy 
by a 
the 
some 
other source (15.2%) [appendix 91. Kitchen dealers sold 
34.7% of the cooktops in the survey while appliance 
dealers sold 61.9% (appendix 51. 
Returns by geographical region were within 10.2% of 
each other [appendix Sl. Using analysis of variance 
techniques, the effect of different geographical areas 
and the type of dealer from whom the cooktop was pur-
chased was compared to the level of satisfaction 
achieved. No significant differences were discovered for 
cooktop purchasers In the interaction of area or dealer 
to the individual quality criteria. 
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Under the same scoring procedure used previously, 
the composite scores in table 8 were developed. 
TABLE 8 
QUALITY SATISFACTION SCORES - COOKTOP 
Dissatisfied Satisfied 
Durabi I i ty 7.1 X 92.9X 
ReI fabi 1 i tv 10.5'- 89.5~ 
Serviceability 13.6X 86.4X 
Aesthetics 10.7X 89.3X 
Performance 26.3X 73.7X 
[Appendix 12] 
Of the users expressing dissatisfaction with reI 1.-
ability or serviceability, almost half rated those di-
mensions very important and found them to be far below 
expectations. The percentage scoring -10 on either of 
those aspects was over 5X. 
Approximately 50" of users evaluated the durabil-
ity, reliability, and serviceability of their cooktops 
at zero (meets expectations) and 40X rated those quality 
dimensions as above expectations. 
Aesthetics were scored on both a combined basis 
with all four subsets of criteria added to form a total 
performance ranking and by the individual elements. The 
ranklngs for the four elements of aesthetics as well as 
the overall rating are shown in table 9. 
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TABLE 9 
AESTHETICS SATISFACTION SCORES - COOKTOP 
(By Elements) 
Dissatisfied Satisfied 
Aesthetics (Composite) 10.7" 89.3% 
Styl ing 3.5% 96.5% 
COJor ~.61. 96.41. 
Fit and finish 9.6% 90.4% 
Feel 3.6% 98.4X 
Seven percent of respondents indicated a fit and 
finish dissatisfaction score of -5 or less, implying 
that they rated that aesthetics element as very impor-
tant and found it to be below or far below expectations. 
The other sub elements had suc~ a small percentage of 
negative scores less than -5 that further analysis of 
degree of dissatisfaction is not warranted. 
The percentage" of combined cooktop aesthetics re-
sponses generating scores of +10 or greater was 24.1%, 
implying that those customers rated one or more elements 
of aesthetics important-and found the cooktop above or 
far above expectations on those dimensions. 
Analysis of the individual components of the aes-
thetics score shows that 24.5" of respondents rated 
, ' 
styling as very important and found the cooktop above or, 
far above expectations. Color was very important and 
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above or far above expectations for 13.5~ and fit and 
finish was very Important and above or far above expec-
tations for 24.5~ of Thermador cooktop customers polled. 
Feel was very important and above or far above expecta-
tions for 11.6X of users. 
Again performance was scored on both a combined ba-
sis with all four subsets of criteria added to form a 
total pcrrvr~~~ca ~~~xing ~~d ~y th~ individual el-
ements. The rankings for the four elements of perfor-
mance as well as the overall rating are shown in table 
10. 
TABLE 10 
PERFORMANCE SATISFACTION SCORES - COOKTOP 
(By Elements) 
Dissatisfied Satisfied 
Performance 26.3" 73.7% 
Surface Cooking 3.5% 96.5% 
Cr I III ng 15.0% 85.0X 
CrJ ddl Jng J3.7% 86.3% 
Ease of Cleaning 26.1" 73.9% 
Of those users indicating dissatisfaction with 
grilling, 8" reported that dimension as very Important 
and found it to be below or far below expectations. For 
griddl Jng, only 2.9" had tha.t observation. The largest 
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percentage of dissatisfied users (17.4X) report that 
ease of cleaning is very important to them and the 
cooktop is below or far below expectations. 
Approximately 65X of users indicate the cooktop 
meets expectations on all performance criteria and at 
least lOX find it above or far above expectations on the 
four elements of performance evaluated. 
CMT Combination Microthermal Oven 
Thermador CMT oven respondents had used their ovens 
an average of 6 months [appendix 131. CMT owners in the 
survey indicated that they decided to buy after a demon-
stration or explanation from kitchen dealers (18.9%), 
appliance dealers (29.7X), or friends (16.2X). Other 
sources of information prompted the purchase in 35.1X of 
the cases [appendix 91. Kitchen dealers sold 28.2X of 
the ovens while appliance dealers sold 70.5X (appendix 
51. 
There were fewer CMT customers in the west to whom 
questionnaires could be sent, however the rate of return 
was roughly equivilent to the total return from the gen-
eral population of CMT customers (appendix 61. Using 
analysis of variance techniques, the effect of different 
geographical areas and the type of dealer from whom the 
oven was purchased was compared to the level of satis-
faction achieved. Only one significant difference was 
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discovered for oven purchasers in the interaction of 
area or dealer to the individual quality criteria. For 
the performance subset microwave cooking, the mean score 
from respondents who purchased their oven from a kitchen 
dealer was below expectations, while those users who 
purchased from an appliance dealer had a positive mean 
score implying that microwave cooking was slightly above 
expectations [appendix 141. 
Again using the same scoring procedure, the ~ompos­
ite scores shown in table 11 were co~puted. 
TABLE 11 
QUALITY SATISFACTION SCORES - CMT OVEN 
Dissatisfied Satisfied 
Durabill ty 9.IX 90.9X 
ReI iablll ty 24.6X 75.3X 
Serviceability 14.8X 85.2X 
Aesthetics 9.3X 90.7X 
Performance 23.8X 76.2 
[Appendix 15) 
Over 50X of the owners expressing dissatisfaction 
with durability, reliability, or serviceability rated 
those dimensions very Important and found them to be far 
below expectations. Reliability was rated very Important 
and far below expectations by 16.4X of CMT users polled. 
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Approximately 40% of respondents rated the 
durability, reliability, and serviceability of their ov-
ens as meeting expectations. Forty one percent of users 
found the oven above expectations for reliability and 
approximately 45% rated it above average in serviceabil-
ity and durability. 
Aesthetics were again scored on both a combined ba-
sis with all four subsets of criteria added to form a 
total performance ranking and by the individual el-
ements. 
The rankings for the four elements of aesthetics as 
well as the overall rating are shown in table 12. 
TABLE 12 
AESTHETICS SATISFACTION SCORES - CMT OVEN 
(By Elements) 
Dissatisfied Satisfied 
AesthetiCS 9.3% 90.7% 
Styl ing 3.9% 96.1 % 
Color 2.6% 97.4% 
Fi t and finish 7.8% 92.2% 
Feel 4.0% 96.0% 
A fit and finish dissatisfaction score of -5 or 
less was recorded for 3.9% of respondents, implying that 
they rated that aesthetics element very important and 
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found it to be below or far below expectations. The 
other sub elements had such a small percentage of 
negative scores less than -5 that further analysis of 
degree of dissatisfaction is not warranted. 
The percentage of combined oven aesthetics re-
sponses generating scores of +10 or greater was 52X, im-
plying that those customers rated one or more elements 
of aesthetics important and found the oven above or far 
above expectations on those dimensions. 
Analysis of the individual components of the aes-
thetics score shows that 31.2% of respondents rated 
styling as very important and found the oven above or 
far above expectations. Color was very important and 
above or far above expectations for 42.3X and fit 'and 
finish was very important and above or far above expec-
tations for 48.1% of Thermador oven customers polled. 
Feel was very important and above or far above expecta-
tions for 22.7% of users. 
Again performance was scored on both a combined ba-
sis with all four subsets of criteria added to form a 
total performance ranking and by the individual el-
ements. The rankings for the four elements of perfor-
mance as well as the overall rating are shown in table 
13. 
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TABLE 13 
PERFORMANCE SATISFACTION SCORES - CMT OVEN 
(by Ele.ents) 
Dissatisfied Satisfied 
Performance 23.8X 76.2X 
Baking 6.7X 93.3X 
Broiling 1.4X 98.6X 
Microwaving 28.0X 72.0X 
Combination Cooking 9.1 X 90.9X 
Of those users indicating dissatisfaction with bak-
ing, 5.3X reported that dimension as very important and 
found it to be below or far below expectations. The 
largest percentage of dissatisfied users (20X) report 
that microwaving is very important to them and the oven 
is below or far below expectations. Less than 5X indi-
cate that combination cooking is very important and the 
oven is below or far below expectations. 
Approximately 50X of users indicate the oven meets 
expectations for baking and combination cooking, 63.9X 
find it so for combination cooking, but only 40X find it 
to meet expectations for microwaving. At least 15X of 
owners rate the CMT as above expectations on .1]' pe~­
formance criteria. 
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CONCLUSIONS 
GENERAL 
For the combined rankings of all products 
evaluated, Thermador/Waste King customers show a sig-
nificant range of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with 
their appliances. Furthermore those customers who ex-
pces~~d post-purcnase consonance or dissonance were 
predominately in the higher ranges «=-5 or =>.5). This 
seems to support Anderson's ~sslmilation-contrast 
theory. The customer has a range which he/she considers 
acceptable and if usage yields results within this 
range, the disparity between expectation and performance 
is narrowed - hence·a 0 or "meets expectations" score. 
Results outside these parameters yields a disproportion-
ately higher or lower score (Anderson 1973). 
The analysis of variance techniques applied re-
vealed that generally there are no significant differ-
ences in the customers' degree of satisfaction or dis-
satisfaction related to the type of dealer from whom the 
appliance was purchased. The study showed no sig-
nificant differences to the degree of post-purchase con-
sonance or dissonance by geographical area, or Income or 
age of respondent. 
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CONCLUSIONS BY PRODUCT 
Dishwasher 
The satisfaction scores on the dishwasher indicate 
a substantial problem with the performance of that prod-
uct. While the other quality dimension scores fall into 
a range comparable to the other products evaluated, 
dishwasher performance was rated as unsatifactory by al-
most half of the customers surveyed. The most serious 
objection was the noise level, which was unsatisfactory 
to 47.7X of owners responding. 
On the criteria which were ranked most important 
in the pilot study (durability, serviceability, reli-
iilb iIi ty) the d i 61ihw .. 61iner- 61iQ"r-ad var-y wa 11. 'rna nuabar-jii Q f 
customers evaluating those aspects as satisfactory were 
in the 80th and 90th percentile. 
Cook'n'Vent Cooktop 
As with the dishwasher, the evaluations for dura-
bility. reliability and serviceability were within range 
of the other products. However, performance was unsatis-
factory to 26.3X of respondents, especially in ease of 
cleaning. The griddle/grill feature and built-in venti-
lation system may provide clean-up problems that were 
not anticipated by purchasers. It is impossible to de-
termine what specifically is found objectionable from 
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the data collected but the degree of dissatisfaction 
points to the need for further study. 
CMT Oven 
The CMT results point to problems in two areas. The 
reliability of the oven was unsatisfactory to a larger 
number of respondents than either of the other products 
evaluated. Since the average usage period by a respon-
dent was six months, the findings suggest that the CMT 
has required some repair during that period. That may 
point to a quality control or packaging problem with the 
product. 
CMT respondents also find the oven's microwave per-
formance lacking. Combination cooking (micro-bake or 
micro-broil) scored higher so the data suggests that 
straight microwaving is the only area found deficient. 
Since the CMT has a 525 watt magnetron tube as compared 
to 650 watts for most countertop units, customers may be 
expecting faster microwave performance than the oven can 
deliver. The microwave performance subset was the only 
area where analysis of variance revealed a 
difference based on the type of dealer from 
signi ficant 
whom the 
product was purchased. The results showed that respon-
dents who purchased their oven from a kitchen dealer had 
an average microwave performance score of -.9 whereas 
those who purchased from appliance dealers had an aver-
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age aicrowave perforaance score of ~1.1. While it is im-
possJble to JdentJfy the cause of the varJatJon, one 
possible explanation is that the kitchen dealer spends 
more time •• llln, the client and thus the expectations 
of the customer are raised higher than those of appli-
ance dealer customers. If the oven fails to meet those 
raised expectations, Anderson's assimilation-
contrast theory prevails (Anderson 1973). 
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RECOHHENDATJONS 
The ranking of Garvin's criteria from the study in-
dicate that the most significart gains can be made from 
improving the quality dimen~lons of reliability, dura-
b I Ii ty and serviceability of Thermador products. 
Customers will "forgive" slight deviations from expected 
quality levels, but once the deviation passes an unde-
fined threshhold, the dissatisfaction is ampl Uied. At-
tempts to improve customer satisfaction levels must 
cover the entire market, both geographically and by 
dealer type. 
By specific product, the dishwasher appears to need 
the most attention. The noise level is clearly unaccept-
able to many users and the other performance dimensions 
also registered a significant degree of post-purchase 
disappointment. It is evident that the product must be 
redesigned to provide quieter, more efficient perfor-
mance or that customer pre-purchase expectations must be 
changed to more adequately reflect the machine's capa-
bilities. It is possible that the machine is bei~g 
"oversold" in the marketplace, but with the current com-
petitive emphasis on quiet operation, noise level will 
continue to be a factor in sales presentations. 
The Cook'n'Vent cooktop has problems primarily with 
the cleaning aspect of performance. Attempts should be 
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made to mitigate the grease and spattering problems 
associated with grilling and griddling indoors, as well 
as the problems inherent in cleaning electric coil 
cooktops, i. e. drip bowls, burner boxes, etc. Some ef-
fort should ~lso be given to improving consumer s~tis­
faction In the areas of serviceability and reliability, 
since over lOX of users surveyed indic~ted djssatlsf~c­
tion with these quality dimensions. 
The CMT mlcrothermal oven requires attention prima-
rily in the areas of microwave performance, rel'lability 
~nd servlce~bliity. The mlcrow~ve perform~nce can be 
e~sily ~ddressed by incre~sing the microw~ve w~tt~ge 
~ level comp~r~ble to th~t of countertop units. 
reliability and servlceabJiJity issues ~re of 
to 
The 
sig-
nlficance because they are are~s of most concern to pur-
chasers and are found to be substandard on the CMT by a 
large number of customers C24.6X reliability, 14.8X ser-
viceability) who have used the product for a relatively 
short period. The data shows that reliability and ser-
viceability on the CMT oven must be improved to materi-
ally affect Thermador customers' post-purchase quality 
perceptions. 
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APPENDIX j 
PII.OT STUDY 
In order to evaluate the relative importance of 
Garvin's dimensions of quality to purchasers of high-end 
kitchen appliances and the ability of those purchasers 
to discriminate between brands of appliances on those 
dimensions, ten questionnaires were distributed to each 
of five kitchen and appliance dealers in three areas, 
Philadelphia, Washington, D. C., and Los Angeles. A 
cover letter was enclosed asking the dealers to have se-
rious prospects or customers for any high end appliances 
complete the questionnaires in the store [exhibit 4·]-. 
A postage-paid envelope was provided for batch re-
turns. Forty two valid questionnaires were returned. The 
responses were cross-tabulated and multiplied to deter-
mine the degree of importance and ability to dis-
criminate for each criterion. 
38 
TABLE 14 
PILOT STUDY RESULTS 
Degree of Importance by Ability to Discriminate 
Dependab I I I ty 
Re I I ab I I I t Y 
Servi ceab iIi ty 
Aesthetics 
Perceived Quality 
Performance 
Conformance 
Features 
Average Score 
15.64 
14.02 
13.88 
13.57 
12.71 
11.88 
9.45 
9.17 
Perceived Quality was determined to be too intan-
gible to accurately measure and was dropped from 
consideration. 
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APPENDIX 2 
SAMPLE DEFINITION BY CEOCRAPHIC AREA 
South 
Florida 
North Carolina 
Virginia 
1-1di' y ~ eli:' j 
West Virginia 
Louisana 
Ohio 
Alabama 
Texas 
Oklahoma 
Kentucky 
North 
Pennsylvania 
New Jersey 
New York 
Connecticut 
Maine 
New Hampshire 
Hasachusetts 
Hi chi gan 
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w •• t 
Colorado 
California 
Oregon 
IRlENDIX 3 
CRDSSTABULATIDN DF 
PRODOCT 
Dishwasher Cook'n'Yent 00 Oven ROW 
TDT~ 
AGE 
• 23 1~ 8 ~5 20-~ X 21.3 11.8 10.3 1~.8 
I 
• 33 ~5 30 I 108 :fj-44 % 30.6 37.8 38.5 I 35.4 
I 
I 39 52 25 I 116 
~5-60 X 36.1 ~3.7 32.1 I 38.0 
t 13 8 15 I 36 
Over 60 % 12.0 6.7 19.2 I 11.8 
m.tr.N 108 119 78 lOS 
TOTAL 35.~ 39.0 25.6 100.0 
JUIIlER (F MISSING OBSERVATIOO = 2 
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CROSSTABUlATION OF 
PRODOCT 
DishMasher Cook'n'Vent 00 Oven Rtll 
TOTAl 
INCQIIE ---+ 
t 5 6 ~ 15 
$3(),000 % 5.6 5.6 6.0 5.7 
I 
t 17 17 2 J 36 
$40,000 % IB.9 15.9 3.0 J 13.6 
I 
• 26 23 10 J 59 $60,000 % 28.9 21.5 14.9 I 22.3 
I 15 23 13 J 51 
tBO,ooo 1 16.7 21.5 19.4 J 19.3 
• 27 3B 3B J 103 $100,000 % 30.0 35.S 56.7 J 39.0 
m.~ 90 107 67 ~ 
TDTA.. 34.1 4O.S 25.4 100.0 
NlJItBER (F MISSING IlBSERVATIOO = ~3 
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RITIL STATUS 
NO. IF VALID ClJIII 
~SP(t4StS O~p~1T Of~ENT PE'PcrNT 
SInE 8 2.6 2.6 2.6 
MARRIED 289 94.1 94.1 96.7 
OTHER 10 3.3 3.3 100.0 
-
roTA.. 3fJ7 100.0 100.0 
WlID CASES 3fJ7 MISSING CASES 0 
IF IIIRRIED, lIES PARTJ£R IIII(? 
r«l.IF WlID aM 
RESPOOES ~RCENT ~RCENT ~RCENT 
YES 145 47.2 49.8 49.8 
NO 119 38.8 40.9 90.7 
RETIRED 27 8.8 9.3 100.0 
NO RESPONSE 16 5.2 MISSING 
roTA.. 3fJ7 100.0 100.0 
YALID CASES 291 MISSING CASES 16 
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JIlPEJIIDIX 4 
ALL PRODUCTS 
VAlID CtII 
~THS FREI'lENtY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 
0 .3 .3 .3 
.ib .:J.e: 3.: ~ !", ,.hi;) 
2 14 4.6 4.8 10.6 
3 25 8.1 8.5 19.1 
4 33 10.7 11.3 30.4 
5 25 8.1 8.5 38.9 
6 77 25.1 26.3 65.2 
7 26 8.S 8.9 74.1 
8 30 9.8 10.2 84.3 
9 25 8.1 8.S 92.8 
10 11 3.6 3.8 96.6 
11 3 1.0 1.0 97.6 
12 7 2.3 2.4 100.0 
Nl RESPOOSE 14 4.6 MISSING 
TOTAL 307 100.0 100.0 
lEAN 5.843 MEDIAN 6.000 MODE 6.000 
VALID CASES 293 MISSING CIlSES 14 
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IImmIl 5 
CROSSTABULATJON OF 
II£RE IDSfT BY PIIIllCT mE 
PRODtJ:T 
Dishwasher Cook'n'Yent 00 Oven Rtll 
4 UU1&... 
WiERE IOOGHT 
I I 19 41 22 S2 
Kitchen Dealer 1 I 17.8 34.7 28.2 Z7.1 
I f 
I I 83 73 55 I 211 
Appliance Dealer % I n.6 61.9 70.5 I 69.6 
f 
I I 5 4 1 10 
Other % I 4.7 3.4 1.3 3.3 
m.~ 107 118 78 303 
TOT"- 35.3 38.9 25.7 100.0 
MJIIIBER CF MISSING QBSEIMITIOO = 4 
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IllPENDIX I) 
CROSSTABULATION OF 
PRODUCT 
Dish~asher CooktntVent OIT Oven RClI 
TDT~ 
AREA 
• 35 40 35 110 South % 32.4 33.6 43.8 35.8 
• 42 35 29 1 106 North % 38.9 29.4 36.3 1- 34.S 
• 31 44 16 I 91 West 1 28.7 37.0 20.0 I 29.6 
aLlJII!N 108 119 80 307 
TOTAL 35.2 38.8 26.1 100.0 
tDfBER [J' MISSING OBSERVATIOO = 0 
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IIlPDIDII 7 
mJU1Y SATJSFII:TJor. !lDRES - ill PfOIt£TS COfJlNED 
VALID QJlII 
VALLE FREC!JOCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 
Dm:~b.! Ii ~V 
Ve~y Imp, Fa~ Below Exp -10 9 2.9 4.1 4.1 
Very IlIp, BeloN Exp -s 5 1.6 2.3 6.4 
-4 2 .7 .9 7.3 
-3 1 .3 .5 7.8 
Meets Expectation 0 101 32.9 46.3 54.1 
3 1 .3 .5 54.6 
4 3 1.0 1.4 56.0 
Very IIIP, Above Exp 5 44 14.3 20.2 76.1 
Very I.p, FaT' Above Exp 10 52 16.9 23.9 100.0 
No Response 89 29.0 JlCISSING 
TOT$l. 307 100.0 100.0 
Jeliability 
YF!T'Y IlIp, Far Below Exp -10 18 5.9 7.4 7.4 
Very IMp, Above Exp -5 15 4.9 6.2 13.6 
-4 2 .7 .S 14.4 
-3 2 .7 .8 15.2 
Neets Exp 0 lOS 35.2 44.4 59.7 
4 1 .3 .4 60.1 
Very IlIp, Above Exp 5 47 15.3 19.3 79.4 
8 1 .3 .4 79.S 
Very IlIp, Far Above Exp 10 49 16.0 20.2 100.0 
ND Response 64 20.8 MISSING 
TOT$l. 307 100.0 100.0 
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Wl.ID DJ! 
WLLE FREI1UEt£Y PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 
~ceability 
Very IIIP, Far Below Exp -10 13 4.2 5.6 5.6 
Very Imp, DeloN Exp -5 13 4.2 5.6 11.1 
-4 i:. .7 .:1 12.1.1 
-3 1 .3 .4 12.4 
-2 1 .3 .4 12.8 
Jlleets Exp 0 108 35.2 46.2 59.0 
3 3 1.0 1.3 60.3 
4 4 1.3 1.7 62.0 
Very 1.1', lIbove Bep 5 40 13.0 17.1 79.1 
6 2 .7 .9 79.9 
8 4 1.3 1.7 81.6 
Vf!ry I.p, Far Above Exp 10 43 14.0 18.4 100.0 
No Rlsponse 73 23.8 JIIISSItE 
lDT~ 307 100.0 100.0 
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VA..ID aD! 
VA..l£ FREflNY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 
JltrfD'/'llarlCe 
-40 1 .3 .4 .4 
-30 2 .7 .8 1.2 
-25 2 .7 .8 1.9 
-22 3 1.0 1.2 3.1 
-20 3 1.0 1.2 4.3 
-19 1 .3 .4 4.7 
-18 2 .7 .8 5.4 
-16 1 .3 .4 5.8 
-15 2 .7 .8 6.6 
-14 2 .j .tl 7.'t 
-12 3 1.0 1.2 8.6 
-10 10 3.3 3.9 12.5 
-9 3 1.0 1.2 13.6 
-8 2 .7 .8 14.4 
-7 3 1.0 1.2 15.6 
-6 3 1.0 1.2 16.7 
-S 18 5.9 7.0 23.7 
-4 13 4.2 5.1 28.8 
-3 5 1.6 1.9 30.7 
~ 3 1.0 1.2 31.9 
-1 5 1.6 1.9 33.9 
Meets Expectations 0 44 14.3 17.1 51.0 
J 1 .3 .4 51.4 
2 2 .7 .8 52.1 
4 4 1.3 1.6 53.7 
5 IS 4.9 5.8 59.5 
6 2 .7 .8 60.3 
7 1 .3 .4 60.7 
8 9 2.9 3.5 64.2 
9 2 .7 .8 65.0 
10 13 4.2 5.1 70.0 
11 1 .3 .4 70.4 
12 2 .7 .8 71.2 
13 5 1.6 1.9 73.2 
14 3 1.0 1.2 74.3 
15 15 4.9 5.8 80.2 
16 5 1.6 1.9 82.1 
17 1 .3 .4 82.S 
18 6 2.0 2.3 84.8 
19 4 1.3 1.6 86.4 
20 3 1.0 1.2 87.5 
21 4 1.3 1.6 89.1 
22 1 .3 .4 89.5 
23 1 .3 .4 89.9 
t5 2 .7 .8 90.7 
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WLID rut 
WlLE FRE/HNCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 
PtrfO!llil!'!C! (Continued) 
26 1 .3 .4 91.1 
30 5 1.6 1.9 93.0 
3Z 1 ~3 .4 93.4 
33 1 .3 .4 93.8 
~ .3 .4 94.2 
jo J l.U l.e s:i.J 
36 2 .7 .8 96.1 
38 1 .3 .4 96.5 
40 9 2.9 3.5 100.0 
ND response SO 16.3 MISSING 
TOTIl.. 307 100.0 100.0 
5C1 
Wl.ID IlJIII 
VlUJE FREDlENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 
Aesthetics 
-30.00 1 .3 .3 .3 
-15.00 1 .3 .3 .7 
-10.00 6 2.0 2.1 2.8 
-9.00 1 .3 .3 3.1 
-6.00 2 .7 .7 3.8 
-5.00 6 2.0 2.1 5.9 
-4.00 3 1.0 1.0 7.0 
-3.00 2 .7 .7 7.7 
-2.CO "? .2 D 1\ .~ ttl .... • 
-1.00 2 .7 .7 8.7 
Nefts ExpectatiDns .00 114 37.1 39.9 48.6 
2.00 2 .7 .7 49.3 
3.00 2 .7 .7 50.0 
4.00 9 2.9 3.1 53.1 
5.00 13 4.2 4.5 'ST.7 
6.00 3 1.0 1.0 58.7 
7.00 5 1.6 1.7 60.5 
8.00 8 2.6 2.8 63.3 
9.00 8 2.6 2.8 66.1 
10.00 13 4.2 4.5 70.6 
11.00 3 1.0 1.0 71.7 
12.00 10 3.3 3.5 75.2 
13.00 3 1.0 1.0 76.2 
14.00 5 1.6 1.7 78.0 
15.00 9 2.9 3.1 81.1 
16.00 2 .7 .7 81.8 
17.00 3 1.0 1.0 82.9 
18.00 1 .3 .3 83.2 
19.00 2 .7 .7 83.9 
20.00 7 2.3 2.4 86.4 
21.00 1 .3 .3 86.7 
22.00 4 1.3 1.4 88.1 
23.00 2 .7 .7 88.8 
24.00 5 1.6 1.7 90.6 
25.00 1 .3 .3 90.9 
26.00 5 1.6 1.7 92.7 
. 28.00 2 .7 .7 93.4 
30.00 19 6.2 6.6 100.0 
No RtSPDnse 21 6.8 MISSlt4J 
TOT~ 'JfJ7 100.0 100.0 
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IAUDIX a 
tom6 DI9IIS£R tIIS lEEN IN lfE 
WlID [lJII 
JI!OOHS FREOlENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 
0 1 .9 .9 .9 
, 1 ~ 13 ?<~ 3.8 
2 2 1.9 1.9 5.7 
3 2 1.9 1.9 7.5 
4 13 12.0 12.3 19.8 
5 8 7.4 7.5 27.4 
6 36 33.3 34.0 61.3 
7 13 12.0 12.3 73.6 
8 9 8.3 8.5 SC.l 
9 10 9.3 9.4 91.5 
10 4 3.7 3.8 95.3 
11 2 1.9 1.9 97.2 
12 3 Z.8 2.8 100.0 
NO RESPONSE 2 1.9 MISSING 
TOTAL 108 100.0 100.0 
fEAN 6.340 !£DIAN 6.000 ..mE 6.000 
VAlID OlSES 106 JIIISSlMi CASES 2 
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~IX9 
CROSSTABUlATJON OF 
PRODttT 
Dishwasher Cook'n'Vent OIT Oven RCJj 
TDTIl. 
HRE LEARNED I I 
t I 13 41 I 14 68 
Ki tchen DeaZer % I 13.0 36.6 I 18.9 23.8 
I 
t I 49 36 2Z I 107 
Appliance Dealer % I 49.0 32.1 29.7 I ~.4 
I 
t I 14 18 12 I 44 
Friend % I 14.0 16.1 16.2 I 15.4 
I 
t I 24 17 26 I 67 
Other %1 24.0 15.2 35.1 I 23.4 
aLlIIN 100 112 74 286 
TOT~ 35.0 3'3.2 25. 100.0 
tUmER [F MISSINl OBSERVATIONS = 21 
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1IlJBG)1l 10 
IUlITY SATISFOCTI[Jf salES -DI9III9£R 
WlID 0J1Il 
WlllE FREri'UENCY PEm'T PERCENT PERCENT 
Durability 
Very Imp, Far Below Exp -10 2 1.9 2.5 2.5 
Very Imp, Below Exp -5 2 1.9 2.5 5.1 
4 -, . ~ -, .,. ~ . .. ... ;;; •• oJ i.;;;' 
Meets Expectations 0 37 34.3 46.8 54.4 
3 1 .9 1.3 55.7 
4 1 .9 1.3 57.0 
IJery Imp, Above Exp 5 18 16.7 22.8 79.7 
Very I.p, Fir AbDve Exp 10 16 14.8 20.3 100.0 
No JlKponse 29 26.9 MISSltl; 
mT~ 108 100.0 JOO.O 
Reliability 
lJr!ry ZIP, Far Below Exp -10 3 2.8 3.4 3.4 
Very lIP, BeIDIt Exp -5 8 7.4 9.2 12.6 
-4 1 .9 1.1 13.8 
JLleets Exp 0 38 35.2 43.7 57.5 
Very Jlp, Above Exp 5 21 19.4 24.1 81.6 
Very I.p, Far Above Exp 10 16 14.8 18.4 100.0 
No response 21 19.4 M1SSItf; 
mnl. 108 100.0 100.0 
Serviceability 
Vwy Imp, Far Below Exp -10 2 1.9 2.4 2.4 
Very lip, BelOit Exp -5 5 4.6 5.9 8.2 
-4 2 1.9 2.4 10.6 
Meets Exp 0 41 38.0 48.2 58.8 
3 1 .9 1.2 60.0 
4 2 1.9 2.4 62.4 
Very lip, Above Exp 5 18 16.7 21.2 83.5 
Very liP, Far Above Exp 10 14 13.0 16.5 100.0 
No Response 23 21.3 MI55100 
TOTR.. lOB 100.0 100.0 
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Ability to elean dishes/glasses 
WLID am 
Wll£. FREIlNY ~RCENT ~RCENT PERCENT 
Very I.p, Far Below Exp -10 3 2.B 2.8 2.B 
Very Imp, BeloN £xp -5 14 1J.O 13.2 16.0 
-4 1 .9 .9 17.0 
Meets Exp 0 49 45.4 46.2 63.2 
2 1 .9 .9 64.2 
4 2 1.9 1.9 66.0 
Very IIIP, AbDve up 5 19 17.6 17.9 84.0 
Vf!ry I.p, Far Above Exp 10 17 15.7 16.0 100.0 
No respDnse 2 1.9 MISSING 
ronl 108 100.0 100.0 
Ability tD elean pots/pans 
Wl.ID CUM 
WllE FREIlIENCY ~RCENT ~RCENT ~RCENT 
Very IIIP, Far Below Exp -10 4 3.7 4.0 4.0 
Vf!rY I.p, Below Exp -5 11 10.2 11.0 15.0 
-4 2 1.9 2.0 17.0 
-3 4 3.7 4.0 21.0 
-2 3 2.8 3.0 24. 
-1 1 .9 1.0 25.0 
JilE!ets Exp 0 42 38.9 42.0 67.0 
2 3 2.8 3.0 70.0 
3 6 5.6 6.0 76.0 
4 2 1.9 2.0 78.0 
Very I.p, Above Exp 5 10 9.3 10.0 88.0 
6 1 .9 1.0 89.0 
Very IIIP, Far Above Exp 10 11 10.2 11.0 100.0 
No Response 8 7.4 MISSING 
TOTAl.. 108 100.0 100.0 
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~ 
Wl.ID CUM 
WlUE FREI1I.DCY PERCOO PERCENT PERCENT 
Very IlIp, Far BeloN Exp -10 3 2.8 2.8 2.8 
V~y lip, BeloN Exp -S ~ 3.7 3.8 6.6 
-4 8 7.4 7.5 14.2 
-3 3 2.8 2.8 17.0 
-2 1 .9 .9 17.9 
Meets Exp 0 ~9 45.4 46.2 64.2 
1 1 .9 .9 65.1 
2 2 1.9 1.9 67.0 
3 £. 5.6 5.7 72.6 
4 7 6.5 6.6 79.2 
Very lIIp, Above Exp 5 11 10.2 10.4 89.6 
6 2 1.9 1.9 91.5 
8 1 .9 .9 92.S 
V~ liP, Far Above Exp 10 8 7.4 7.S 100.0 
No Response 2 1.9 MISSING 
lOlA.. 108 100.0 100.0 
Quitrt Op!rition 
Wl.ID WI 
VA..I.E FREIllNY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 
Very lIIp, Far BeloN Exp -10 16 14.8 15.0 15.0 
-8 2 1.9 1.9 16.8 
-6 2 1.9 1.9 18.7 . 
V~ lip, BeloN Exp -5 13 12.0 12.1 30.8 
-4 9 8.3 8.4 39.3 
-3 3 2.8 2.8 ~.1 
-2 6 5.6 5.6 47.7 
Meets Exp 0 ~ 31.5 31.8 79.4 
2 1 .9 .9 80.4 
3 1 .9 .9 81.3 
4 7 6.5 6.S 87.9 
V~ IIlP, Above Exp 5 6 5.6 5.6 93.5 
6 1 .9 .9 ~.4 
8 2 1.9 1.9 96.3 
Very liP, Far Above Exp 10 4 3.7 3.7 100.0 
Nil Response 1 .9 MISSING 
TDTR.. 108 100.0 100.0 
56 
llesthetics 
.~ 
W¥..ID ClJII 
Wl1£ FRElUNCY PERCENT ~RCENT PERCENT 
very lip, Far Below Exp -10 1 .9 .9 .9 
-4 2 1.9 1.9 2.8 
-3 1 .9 .9 3.7 
-2 1 .9 .9 4.7 
~2t~ ::~;; C "'"? ~,'3. ! !'3.'S ~~.~ 
2 2 1.9 1.9 56.1 
3 6 5.6 5.6 61.7 
4 11 10.2 10.3 72.0 
Very I~, Above Exp 5 10 9.3 9.3 81.3 
6 3 2.8 2.8 84.1 
8 5 4.6. 4.7 88.8 
'Rry liP, Far Above Exp 10 12 11.1 11.2 100.0 
. No Response 1 .9 MISSING 
TDT&l 108 100.0 100.0 
Fit & Finish 
WUD - ruf 
\lli.1E FREIlBCf PEmT PEmT PERCENT 
Very Imp, Far Below Exp -10 1 .9 1.0 1.0 
Yf!r'y lrap, Be low Exp -5 1 .9 1.0 1.9 
-3 1 .9_ 1.0 2.9 
-2 1 .9 1.0 3.8 
Meets Exp 0 51 47.2 49.0 52.9 
2 3 2.8 2.9 55.8 
3 - 3 2.8 2.9 58.7 
4 14 13.0 13.5 72.1 
'!f!ry IlIp, Above Exp S 15 13.9 14.4 8EI.5 
6 - 1 .9 1.0 87.5 
-Very lip, Far Above Exp 10 13 12.0 12.5 100.0 
No Response 4 3.7 .USSINS 
TOTAL 108 100.0 100.0 
57 
E!!!. 
WLID CUM 
WLLE FREOOENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 
-3 2 109 2.0 2.0 
-2 3 2.8 3.0 5.0 
-1 J .9 1.0 5.9 
Meets Expectations 0 60 55.6 59.~ 65.3 
3 ~,'l ~.(l Ul.1 
2 8 7.4 7.9 76.2 
3 5 ~.6 5.0 81.2 
~ 7 6.5 6.9 88.1 
Very liP, Above Exp 5 4 3.7 4.0 92.1 
6 2 1.9 2.0 94.1 
8 1 .9 1.0 95.0 
YF!rY liP, FaT' Above Exp 10 5 4.6 5.0 100.0 
No Response 7 6.5 MISSING 
lDT~ 108 100.0 100.0 
58 
Di~ PtrfD1'IIaJICe (Co!posit~) 
'XLID CUM 
Wl.lE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCEt.'T 
-30 2 1.9 2.0 2.0 
-2S 1 .9 1.0 3.0 
-22 2 1.9 2.0 5.1 
-20 3 2.8 3.0 8.1 
-19 1 .9 1.0 9.1 
-18 1 .9 1.0 10.1 
-15 2 1.9 2.0 12.1 
, t . 
, -" ... '" " , ,"7 >.. •• .J c..v J..., .... 
-12 2 1.9 2.0 16.2 
-10 4 3.7 4.0 20.2 
-9 1 .9 1.0 21.2 
-7 2 1.9 2.0 23.2 
-6 2 1.9 2.0 25.3 
-5 9 8.3 9.1 34.3 
-4 7 6.5 7.1 41.4 
-3 4 3.7 4.0 45.5 
-1 2 1.9 2.0 47.5 
Meets Expectations 0 11 10.2 11.1 58.6 
1 1 .9 1.0 59.6 
2 1 .9 1.0 60.6 
4 2 1.9 2.0 62.6 
5 2 1.9 2.0 64.6 
6 2 1.9 2.0 66.7 
7 1 .9 1.0 67.7 
8 4 3.7 4.0 71.7 
10 3 2.8 3.0 74.7 
12 1 .9 1.0 15.8 
13 1 .9 1.0 76.8 
14 1 .9 1.0 n.8 
15 5 4.6 5.1 82.8 
16 2 1.9 2.0 84.8 
18 2 1.9 2.0 86.9 
19 2 1.9 2.0 88.9 
21 2 1.9 2.0 90.9 
22 I .9 1.0 91.9 • 
2S 1 .9 1.0 92.9 
26 1 
- .9 1.0 93.9 
30 1 .9 1.0 94.9 
3S 1 .9 1.0 96.0 
36 1 .9 1.0 97.0 
40 3 2.8 3.0 100.0 
ND R5PDnse 9 8.3 MISSING 
TDT~ 108 100.0 100.0 
59 
Di~ Aesthetics CCo!posite) 
WlID ~ 
WLl£ FREOOENCY PERCENT PERCOO PERCOO 
-10 2 1.9 2.0 2.0 
-fi 1 .9 1.0 3.0 
-3 1 .9 1.0 4.0 
-1 2 1.9 2.0 6.1 
Meets Expectations 0 41 38.0 41.4 47.S 
2 2 1.9 2.0 49.S 
;) 
.( .9 1.0 SO.S 
4 4 3.7 4.0 54.5 
S 4 3.7 4.0 58.6 
6 1 .9 1.0 59.6 
7 1 .9 J.O 60.6 
8 1 .9 J.O 61.6 
9 4 3.7 4.0 65.7 
10 7 6.S 7.1 72.7 
U 2 1.9 2.0 74.7 
12 5 4.6 5.1 19.8 
14 2 1.9 2.0 8J.8 
15 4 3.7 4.0 85.9 
J6 2 J.9 2.0 87.9 
19 1 .9 1.0 88.9 
2.0 2 1.9 2.0 90.9 
22 3 2.8 3.0 93.9 
24 1 .9 1.0 94.9 
30 5 4.6 5.1 100.0 
No Rtsponse 9 8.3 MISSltE 
lDT~ 108 100.0 100.0 
60 
IIlJaDIX 11 
V~ID C\JII 
MONTHS FREat.ENCy PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 
5 4.2 4.4 4.4 
2 9 7.6 8.0 12.4 
3 17 14.3 15.0 27.4 
4 14 11.8 12.4 39.8 
5 12 10.1 10.6 50.4 
6 26 21.8 23.0 13.S 
7 7 5.9 6.2 79.6 
8 9 7.6 8.0 87.6 
9 9 7.6 8.0 95.6 
10 3 2.S 2.7 98.2 
11 1 .8 .9 99.1 
12 1 .8 .9 100.0 
II) I£sr::oosE 6 5.0 MISSIt{; 
TDT~ 119 100.0 100.0 
JIEAN 5.319 JlEDIAN 5.000 MODE 6.000 
VALID CASES 113 MISSING CASES 6 
61 
IImmIX 12 
IIJl.ITY SATISFII:TUIt SIllIES - arJ('N'VENT cromp 
WUE 
Du'rability 
Vf!r'y liP, Far BelDN Exp -10 
Vf!r'y lllp, Below flip -S 
-3 
Jtleets flip 0 
4 
Very 1111', Above flip 5 
lJf!r'y liP, Far Above EliI' 10 
No Response 
TDTIl. 
Ie liilhU i ty 
Very lilli, Far BelON Exp -10 
Vf!r'y Imp, Below Exp -5 
-3 
Jtleets Exp 0 
4 
Very rap, Above Exp 5 
Very liP, Far Above fxp 10 
No Response 
TDT~ 
Serriceabil i tv 
very l.p, Far Below Exp -10 
Very lip, BeloN Exp -s 
-3 
-2 
Meets Exp 0 
3 
4 
Very Imp, Above Exp 5 
£. 
8 
Very liP, Far Above Exp 10 
No RespDnse 
TDTIl. 
FREIm£Y 
3 
2 
1 
41 
1 
20 
16 
35 
119 
5 
4 
1 
49 
1 
18 
17 
24 
119 
S 
5 
1 
1 
42 
1 
2 
14 
2 
2 
13 
31 
119 
6 ,.., .::. 
VALID CUM 
PERCENT PERCENT PERea'T 
2.S 3.6 3.6 
1.7 2.4 6.0 
.8 1.2 7.1 
34.S 48.8 56.0 
.B 1.2 51.1 
16.8 23.8 81.0 
13.4 19.0 100.0 
29.4 MISSING 
100.0 100.0 
4.2 5.3 5.3 
3.4 4.2 9.S 
.8 1.1 10.5 
41.2 51.6 52.1 
.8 1.1 63.2 
15.1 18.9 82.1 
14.3 17.9 100.0 
2'0.2 MISSING 
100.0 100.0 
4.2 5.7 5.7 
4.2 5.7 11.4 
.8 1.1 12.5 
.8 1.1 13.6 
35.3 47.7 61.4 
.8 1.1 52.5 
1.7 2.3 64.8 
11.8 15.9 SO.7 
1.7 2.3 83.0 
1.7 2.3 85.2 
10.9 14.8 100.0 
26.1 MISSING 
100.0 100.0 
Perf Dl'IIiID 
Surface CDDking 
WlID ruIf 
Wlt£ FRElUNCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 
Very IlIp, Far Belo .. Exp -10 1 .8 .9 .9 
VF!r'y IlIp, Beloit Exp -5 2 1.7 1.7 2.6 
-3 1 .8 .9 3.5 
Meets Exp 0 69 58.0 60.0 63.5 
:; C. . - ~.7 ... i c.J.C: 
4 6 5.0 5.2 70.4 
Very IlIp, Above Exp 5 20 16.8 17.4 87.8 
6 1 .8 .9 88.7 
8 1 .8 .9 89.6 
Very rip, Far Above Exp 10 12 10.1 10.4 100.0 
No Response 4 3.4 MISSING 
mT~ 119 100.0 100.0 
Brilling 
WlID CUM 
WltE FfDJENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 
Very lip, Far Below Exp -10 1 .8 1.0 1.0 
-8 3 2.5 3.0 4.0 
Very IlIp, BeloN Exp -5 4 3.4 4.0 8.0 
-4 2 1.7 2.0 10.0 
-3 2 1.7 2.0 12.0· 
-2 1 .8 1.0 13.0 
-1 2 1.7 2.0 15.0 
Jtleets Exp 0 49 41.2 49.0 64.0 
2 1 .8 1.0 65.0 
3 6 5.0 6.0 71.0 
4 6 5.0 6.0 n.o 
Very Imp, Above Exp 5 10 8.4 10.0 87.0 
8 4 3.4 4.0 91.0 
Very liP, Far Above Exp 10 9 7.6 9.0 100.0 
ND Response 19 16.0 MISSING 
TOT~ 119 100.0 100.0 
63 
Griddli!\D 
VALID WI 
IJI.l.LE FREClJENCY PERCE~T PERCENT PERCENT 
Very IlIp, Far Below Exp -10 1 .8 1.0 1.0 
-8 1 .8 1.0 2.0 
Very IlIp, B!11lW Exp -5 1 .8 1.0 2.9 
-4 5 4.2 4.9 7,B 
-3 2 1.7 2.0 9.8 
-2 3 2.5 2.9 12.7 
-1 .8 1.0 13.7 
/IIeets fliP 0 JJ 44.j 52.0 65.1 
1 1 .8 1.0 65.7 
2 1 .8 1.0 67.6 
3 5 4.2 4.9 72.S 
4 8 6.7 7.8 80.4 
Very IlIp, AbOVE! up 5 7 5.9 6.9 87.3 
I) 1 .8 1.0 88.2 
8 5 4.2 4.9 93.1 
Very liP, Far AboVE! Exp 10 7 5.9 6.9 100.0 
No Response 17 14.3 MISSItiJ 
1DT~ 119 100.0 100.0 
Ease Df Cleaning 
VALID [lJlII 
WlUE FREClJENCY PERCENT PERCE\'T PERCENT 
Very IlIp, Far Belol11 Exp -10 7 5.9 6.1 6.1 
Very liP, BelDw Exp -5 13 10.9 11.3 17.4 
-4 4 3.4 3.S 20.9 
-3 3 2.S 2.f! 23.5 
-2 3 2.5 2.6 26.1 
Meets up 0 48 40.3 41.7 67.8 
3 .8 .9 £>8.7 
4 2 1.7 1.7 70.4 
VeT-y IlIp, AbOVE! Exp 5 23 19.3 20.0 90.4 
Very liP, Far Above Exp 10 11 9.2 9.6 100.0 
No Response 4 3.4 Jl!ISSIHG 
1DT~ 119 100.0 100.0 
64 
Aesthetics 
~ 
ve'_ID ru! 
VALUE FREClIENCY PERCO"" PER'"'...E~'T ~RCENT 
very Imp, Far Below Exp -10 1 .J .9 .9 
Very Imp, Below Exp -5 2 1.7 1.7 2.6 
-3 1 .8 .9 3.5 
Jlleets Exp 0 68 57.1 59.1 62.6 
3 4 3.4 3.5 66.1 
4 t2 1", ~ 1/).4 7~5 
Very Imp, Above Exp 5 12 10.1 1(1.4 87.0 
8 2 1.7 1.7 88.7 
Very IlIp, Far Above Exp 10 13 10.9 11.3 100.0 
No Response 4 3.4 MISSI~'G 
TOTAL 119 100.0 100.0 
Color 
VA!..ID a.r. 
VALUE FREOOOCY PERCEtr.' PERCENT PEm'T 
very IIlP, Far Below Exp -10 1 .8 .9 .9 
-6 1 .8 .9 1.8 
-3 1 .8 .9 2.7 
-2 1 .8 .9 3.6 
Meets Exp 0 76 63.9 68.5 72.1 
2 1 .8 .9 73.0 
3 4 3.4 3.6 76.6 
4 11 9.2 9.9 86.5 
Very IlIp, Above Exp 5 4 3.4 3.6 90.1 
8 3 2.5 2.7 92.8 
Very IlIp, Far Above Exp 10 8 6.7 7.2 100.0 
No Response 8 6.7 MISSING 
TOTAL 119 100.0 100.0 
65 
Fit & Finish 
VALID CI.M 
Wll£ FREOOENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 
very Imp, Far Below Exp -10 3 2.5 2.6 2.6 
Very Imp, Below Exp -5 5 ~.2 ~.3 7.0 
~ 1 .8 .9 7.8 
-3 2 1.7 1.7 9.6 
fteets Exp 0 66 55.5 57.4 67.0 
3 2 1.7 1.7 £>8.7 
It 9 7.6 7.B 76.5 
Very Imp, Above Exp 5 13 10.9 11.3 87.8 
8 2 1.7 1.7 89.6 
Vf!ry liP, Far Above Exp 10 12 10.1 10.~ 100.0 
No Response 4 3.4 MISSING 
lOT"- 119 100.0 100.0 
Feel 
VALID ClJlII 
VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PER:D'T PERCENT 
very IlIp, Far Below Exp -10 1 .8 .9 .9 
-3 1 .8 .9 1.S 
-2 1 .8 .9 2.7 
-1 1 .8 .9 3.6 
Meets Exp 0 80 67.2 71.4 15.0 
2 1 .8 .9 15.9 
3 4 3.4 3.6 79.S 
4 10 8.4 8.9 88.4 
Very Imp, Above Exp S 4 3.4 3.6 92.0 
6 1 .8 .9 92.9 
Very IlIp,Far Above Exp 10 8 6.7 7.1 100.0 
No Response 7 5.9 NISSINS 
TOTAL 119 100.0 100.0 
6£ 
Cook'n'Vent CoOktDP Perforunce (Co!posite) 
VALID OJ! 
VAlLE FREOOENCY PEm'T PERCENT PERCENT 
-40 1 .8 1.1 1.1 
-22 1 .8 1.1 2.1 
-16 1 .8 1.1 3.2 
-12 1 .8 1.1 4.2 
-10 3 2.5 3.2 7.4 
-9 2 1.7 2.1 9.5 
-8 1 .8 1.1 10.5 
_"1 ~ 
'" 
...... ..... 0 
-6 1 .8 1.1 12.6 
-5 4 3.4 4.2 16.8 
-4 3 2.5 3.2 20.0 
-3 1 .8 1.1 21.1 
-2 2 1.7 2.1 23.2 
-1 3 2.5 3.2 2£.3 
Meets Expectations (I 19 16.0 20.0 46.3 
2 1 .8 1.1 47.4 
4 1 .8 1.1 48.4 
5 7 5.9 7.4 55.8 
8 3 2.5 3.2 58.9 
9 2 1.7 2.1 61.1 
10 8 6.7 8.4 69.5 
11 1 .8 1.1 70.5 
12 1 .8 1.1 71.6 
13 4 3.4 4.2 15.8 
15 6 5.0 6.3 82.1 
16 2 1.7 2.1 84.2 
17 1 .8 1.1 85.3 
18 3 2.5 3.2 88.4 
19 1 .8 1.1 89.5 
20 2 1.7 2.1 91.6 
21 1 .8 1.1 92.6 
23 1 .8 1.1 93.7 
25 1 .8 1.1 94.7 
30 2 1.7 2.1 96.8 
32 1 .8 1.1 97.9 
3S 1 .8 1.1 98.9 
40 1 .8 1.1 100.0 
No Response 24 20.2 MISSING 
TOTAL 119 100.0 100.0 
67 
Cook'n'Ylmt Cooktop Aesthetics CCo!posite) 
VALID a.rr. 
VALLE FREIlIENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 
-30 .8 .9 .9 
-10 2 1.7 1.8 2.7 
-9 1 .8 .9 3.6 
-s S ~.2 ~.5 8.0 
-4 2 1.7 1.B 9.8 
-2 .8 .9 10.7 
~et~ E~~~tatl0ns 0 ~3 44.'5 f.7.1 SfI.O 
3 1 .8 .9 58.9 
4 4 3.4 3.6 62.5 
5 7 5.9 6.3 68.8 
8 4 3.4 3.6 72.3 
9 4 3.4 3.6 75.9 
10 2 1.7 1.8 n.7 
12 4 3.4 3.6 81.3 
13 1 .& .9 82.1 
14 2 1.7 1.& 83.9 
15 2 1.7 1.B 85.7 
17 3 2.5 2.7 88.4 
19 1 .& .9 &9.3 
20 1 .& .9 90.2 
21 1 .& .9 91.1 
22 1 .& .9 92.0 
24 1 .& .9 92.9 
25 1 .& .9 93.8 
26 1 .& .9 94.6 
30 6 5.0 5.4 100.0 
No ResPDnse 7 5.9 MISSING 
1DTR.. 119 100.0 100.0 
68 
IRIENDIX 13 
VALID Ct.M 
JIION1HS FRElll9.t\' PERea'T ~RCENT PERCENT 
1 8 10.0 10.8 10.8 
2 3 3.8 4.1 14.9 
~ 
" 
~ . .. -. ~, 
oJ I • .J ~ ... ":.,).\'1 
4 6 7.S 8.1 31.1 
5 5 6.3 6.B 37.8 
6 15 18.8 20.3 58.1 
7 6 7.S 8.1 66.2 
8 12 15.0 16.2 82.4 
9 6 1.5 8.1 90.5 
10 4 5.0 5.4 95.9 
12 3 3.8 4.1 100.0 
NO RESPONSE 6 7.5 MISSING 
TOTAL 80 100.0 100.0 
J£lW 5.932 ~IAN 6.000 JIIODE 6.000 
VALID CASES 74 MISS100 CASES 6 
AREA 
69 
~I114 
AtR. ¥SIS [F VARIAfa 
JlEIIFlIIdIHa CRlTERllW 3 
BY TYPE [F PIIlllOCT 
BY TYPE [F Jm.ER FDI IfDt PURDIISED 
TOTAL POPULATION 
1.10 
( 211) 
PRODltT 
1 2 3 
1.21 1.42 O.~ 
lOO) 98) 73) 
BOOGHT 
1 2 
0.65 1.26 
7JJ ZOO} 
BruGrr 
1 2 
PRODUCT 
1 2.71 0.90 
11) 83) 
2 0.58 1.85 
33} 65) 
J -0.90 1.10 
21) 52) 
70 
SlMOF /ISIN SISNIF 
SOURCE OF VARIATION SIUlRES DF SOOARE F DFF 
MAIN EFFECTS 56.138 3 18.713 0.949 0.417 
PRODUCT 36.505 2 IB.ESC 0.926 0.397 
IQJGHT 20.484 1 20.484 1.039 0.309 
2-irlAY INTERACTI~'S 120.563 2 W.2B2 3.058 0.049 
j)J1LiiiuCT t.G.Ju.~ i .~0.5D.) c: bV.~6i: j.if..,B 0.0i:1 
EXPI.AI~ 176.701 5 35.340 1.793 0.115 
RESIDtJl. 5223.609 265 19.712 
Tant 5400.310 270 20.001 
307 CASES WERE PROCESSED. 
36 CASES ( 11.7 pen '-ERE IIISSI,.,. 
71 
~lJ15 
CUlITY SATIlrOCTU)f saJS - 00 MNS 
Durability 
Vf!ry IlIp, Far Below Exp 
Very lap, BeIDw Exp 
:"!~~s £~r 
Very II/p, Above Exp 
Very lap, Far Above Exp 
No Respo~ 
TDT~ 
Rl!liability 
Vf!rY lap, Far Below Exp 
Vf!rY lap, Below Exp 
Meets Exp 
Very liP, Above Exp 
Vf!ry lap, Far Above Exp 
No Response 
TDT~ 
Serviceability 
Vf!rY IIIP, Far BelDN Exp 
Very lap, BeloN Exp 
Meets Exp 
Very IlIp, AbDve Exp 
Very IlIp, Far Above Exp 
No Response 
TOTAL 
WltE FREGlJENCY PERCENT 
-10 
-s 
~ 
4 
5 
10 
-10 
-S 
-4 
-3 
0 
5 
8 
10 
-10 
-5 
0 
3 
5 
8 
10 
4 
1 
""'1 
1 
6 
20 
25 
eo 
10 
3 
1 
1 
21 
8 
1 
16 
19 
eo 
6 
3 
25 
1 
B 
2 
16 
19 
eo 
7 '", Co 
5.0 
1.3 
~~ ~ 
~t.lII'" 
1.3 
7.5 
25.0 
31.3 
100.0 
12.5 
3.B 
1.3 
1.3 
26.2 
10.0 
1.3 
20.0 
23.8 
100.0 
7.5 
3.8 
31.3 
1.3 
10.0 
2.5 
20.0 
23.8 
100.0 
VALID 
PERCENT 
7.3 
loB 
"t " 
"1.111"" 
loB 
10.9 
36.4 
MISSING 
100.0 
16.4 
4.9 
1.6 
1.6 
34.4 
13.1 
1.6 
26.2 
MISSING 
100.0 
9.8 
4.9 
41.0 
1.6 
13.1 
3.3 
26.2 
MISSING 
100.0 
WI 
PERCENT 
7.3 
9.1 
C.I', ,.. 
•• f~;. ~ 
52.7 
63.6 
100.0 
16.4 
21.3 
23.0 
24.6 
59.0 
72.1 
73.B 
100.0 
9.8 
14.8 
55.7 
57.4 
70.5 
13.B 
100.0 
Perforam:e 
Baking 
VALID CUM 
1Xl.l£ FREIlJENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 
Very Imp, Far Below Exp -10 J 1.3 1.3 1.3 
Very lIP, BelDM Exp -5 3 3.B 4.0 5.3 
-4 1 1.3 1.3 6.7 
lIJeets Exp 0 39 48.8 5C.O 58.7 
4 3 3.8 4.0 62.7 
Very lIP, Above Exp 5 13 16.3 17.3 80.0 
B 1 1.3 1.3 81.3 
Very Imp, Far Above Exp 10 H 17.5 18.7 100.0 
No Response 5 6.3 MISSING 
1DT~ 80 100.0 100.0 
Broiling 
VALID CtJIt 
IXl.lE FREIlJENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 
~ 1 1.3 1.4 1.4 
JlIeets Exp 0 46 57.5 63.9 65.3 
4 3 3.8 4.2 69.4 
Very Jlp, Above Exp 5 9 11.3 12.5 81.9 
6 2 2.5 2.8 84.7 
Very liP, Far Above Exp 10 11 13.8 15.3 100.0 
No Response 8 10.0 MISSING 
TDT~ SO 100.0 100.0 
73 
Miciwavina 
VALID WI 
WlLE FREOOENCY PElmIT PERCENT PERCENT 
Very Imp, Far .Below Exp -10 5 6.3 6.7 6.7 
-8 1 1.3 1.3 8.0 
Very IIIP, Below Exp -S 9 11.3 12.0 20.0 
-4 4 5.0 5.3 25.3 
-3 1 1.3 1.3 26.7 
-2 1 1.3 1.3 28.0 
Meets Exp 0 30 37.5 40.0 68.0 
? "3 3.9 ~,I) n.!' 
4 2 2.5 2.7 74.7 
Very liP, Above Exp 5 8 10.0 10.7 85.3 
8 1 1.3 1.3 86.7 
Very liP, Far Above Exp 10 10 12.5 13.3 100.0 
No Response 5 6.3 JitISSIN3 
1OTIl. 80 100.0 100.0 
CDibination CoDking 
IXUD IlJII 
Wl.LE FREIlNY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 
Very lllP, Below Exp -5 3 3.8 4.5 4.5 
-4 2 2.5 3.0 7.6 
-2 1 1.3 1.5 9.1 
Meets Expectations 0 31 38.8 47.0 56.1 
2 1 1.3 1.5 57.6 
3 4 5.0 6.1 63.6 
4 3 3.8 4.5 68.2 
Above Expectations 5 6 7.5 9.1 n.3 
6 1 1.3 1.5 78.8 
8 1 1.3 1.5 80.3 
Far Above Expectations 10 13 16.3 19.7 100.0 
No Response 14 17.5 MISSING 
TOTIl. 80 100.0 100.0 
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Aesthetics 
~ 
~ID IlJI 
Wl.LE FREClIENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 
Very IIIP, Below Exp -5 1 1.3 1.3 1.3 
-3 2 2.5 2.6 3.9 
Neets ExpectatiDns 0 28 35.0 36.4 40.3 
3 3 3.8 3.9 ~.~ 
4 11 13,8 14.3 58,4 
~ery Imp, AbDve Exp 5 8 10.0 10.4 68.B 
8 1 1.3 1.3 70.1 
Very liP, Far Above Exp 10 23 29.8 29.9 100.0 
No response 3 3.B MISSING 
lOrA.. 80 100.0 100.0 
C!!!t 
VALID IlJI 
WlLE FREIlJENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 
Very IIIP, Far Below Exp -S 2 2.5 2.6 2.6 
Meets Exp 0 31 38.8 ~.7 ~.3 
3 4 5.0 5.1 47.4 
4 8 10.0 10.3 ~.7· 
Very IIIP, Above Exp 5 8 10.0 10.3 67.9 
8 2 2.5 2.6 70.5 
Very IIIP, Far Above Exp 10 23 28.8 29.5 100.0 
No Response 2 2.5 MISSING 
TOTAL 80 100.0 100.0 
75 
Fit & Finish 
VALID a..m 
VA..lE FREIlJENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCOO 
Very IlIp, Far Below Exp -10 3 3.8 3.9 3.9 
-4 2 2.5 2.6 6.5 
-3 1 1.3 1.3 7.8 
Jlleets Ellp 0 25 31.3 32.5 40.3 
3 1 1.3 1.3 41.6 
4 Q !" 1'1 11) 4 C;~ 0 
Very IlIp, Above Ellp 5 11 13.8 14.3 66.2 
8 2 2.5 2.6 68.8 
very IlIp, Far Above Exp 10 24 30.0 31.2 100.0 
No Response 3 3.8 MISSING 
TOT~ 80 100.0 100.0 
Feel 
VALID WI 
VA..t£ FREIlfENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 
Very Imp, Far Below Exp -5 1 1.3 1.3 1.3 
-3 1 1.3 1.3 2.7 
-2 1 1.3 1.3 4.0 
Meets Ellp 0 39 48.8 52.0 56.0 
1 1 1.3 1.3 57.3 
3 3 3.8 4.0 61.3 
4 6 7.S 8.0 69.3 
Yery,Iap, Above Ellp 5 6 7.S 8.0 77.3 
6 3 3.8 4.0 81.3 
8 4 5.0 5.3 86.7 
Very IlIp, Far Above Exp 10 10 12.5 13.3 100.0 
No Response 5 6.3 MISSING 
TOTAl.. 80 100.0 100.0 
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00 Own PerfDJ'IIanCe CCo!posite} 
VALID WI 
Wl.UE FREat.IENCY PERCENT PERCB'T PERCENT 
-25 1 1.3 1.6 1.6 
-18 1 1.3 1.6 3.2 
-10 3 3.8 4.8 7.9 
-8 1 1.3 1.6 9.5 
-S 5 6.3 7.9 17.5 
-~, 7 7,~ ~.~ 2".: 
-2 1 1.3 1.6 23.8 
Meets Expectations 0 14 17.5 22:.2 46.0 
4 1 1.3 1.6 47.6 
5 6 7.5 9.5 57.1 
8 2 2.5 3.2 60.3 
10 2 2.5 3.2 63.5 
14 2 2.5 3.2 66.7 
15 4 5.0 6.3 73.0 
16 1 1.3 1.6 74.6 
18 1 1.3 1.6 76.2 
19 1 1.3 1.6 11.8 
20 1 1.3 1.6 79.4 
21 1 1.3 1.6 81.0 
30 2 2.5 3.2 84.1 
33 1 1.3 1.6 85.7 
34 1 1.3 1.6 87.3 
3S 1 1.3 1.6 88.9 
36 1 1.3 1.6 90.5 
38 1 1.3 1.6 92.1 
40 5 6.3 7.9 100.0 
No RespDnse 17 21.3 MISSING 
1DT~ SO 100.0 100.0 
77 
00 Own Aesthetit'S (Co!posite) 
VALID WI 
Wlt£ FREQUENCY PERCENT PERea'! PERCENT 
-15 1 1.3 1.3 1.3 
-10 2 2.5 2.7 4.0 
-6 1 1.3 1.3 5.3 
-5 1 1.3 1.3 6.7 
-4 1 1.3 1.3 8.0 
-3 1 1.3 1.3 9.3 
~ets Exoectations 0 20 25.0 26.7 36,0 
4 i 1.3 1.3 37.3 
5 2 2.S 2.7 40.0 
6 2. 2.5 2.7 42.7 
7 4 5.0 5.3 48.0 
8 3 3.8 4.0 52.0 
10 4 S.O 5.3 57.3 
11 1 1.3 1.3 58.7 
12 1 1.3 1.3 flO. 0 
13 2. 2.5 2.7 62.7 
14 1 1.3 1.3 64.0 
15 3 3.8 4.0 68.0 
18 1 1.3 1.3 69.3 
20 4 5.0 5.3 74.7 
23 2 2.5 2.7 n.3 
24 3 3.8 4.0 81.3 
26 It S.O S.3 86.7 
28 2 2.5 2.7 89.3 
30 8 10.0 10.7 100.0 
No Response 5 6.3 MISSING 
TOTAl.. 80 100.0 100.0 
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June 3,· 1987 
David B. Browe 
1308 Avondale Ave. 
Richmond, Va. 23227 
Dear Mr. Retailer. 
The appliance industry strives to provide new products 
with desirable features and benefits. Input from 
consumers is vitally important to these efforts. This 
questionnaire is part of a study by a graduate business 
student to help develop these ideas. Your cooperation 
is greatly appreciated. Please give a copy of this 
questionnaire to the next ten customers who are serious 
prospects or purchasers of any brand of built-in 
kitchen appliances. Ask them to complete it and return 
it to you while they are in the store. It should only 
take a couple of minutes. When all 10 are complete or 
no latlt thin July 1', please return them to me in the 
postage paid envelope supplied. Thanks again for your 
help. 
Sincerely, 
(")7~fI~~ 
David B. Browe 
1-
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
The appliance industry strives to provide new products 
with desirable features and benefits. Input from 
consumers is vitally important to these efforts. This 
questionnaire is part of a study by a graduate business 
student to help develop these ideas. If you will take a 
minute or two to indicate your opinions on the following 
issues, you can help too. Thank you. 
How important are the following dimensions of 
quality to you in making your appliance 
decision? CIRCLE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH QUESTION. 
1 
Unimportant 
Performance (the 
way i t works) 
Features (added 
extras beyond the 
basic product) 
Reliability (fre-
quency of repair) 
Conformance (match 
to specifications) 
Durab iii ty (product 
life) 
Serviceab iii ty (speed 
of repair) 
Aesthetics (fits and 
finishes, appearance) 
Perceived quality 
<reputation of manufac-
turer and intangible 
factors) 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3 
.Moderateiy 
Important 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
4 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
product 
purchase 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
Very 
Important 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
. 
• .. 
I. 
f. 
I. 
, . 
I • 
Of the various brands of appliances you have 
compared during your shopping. please rate the 
degree of difference between brands on the same 
quality dimensions. 
1 2 3 4 
No S 1 i ght 1 y Somewhat Very 
Differ.nce Different Di f ferent Different 
f'ertormance 1 2 3 4 5 
Features 1 2 3 4 5 
Re 1 i ab j 1 1 ty 1 2 3 4 5 
Conformance 1 2 3 4 5 
Durab iIi ty 1 2 3 4 5 
Servi ceab f ) i ty 1 2 3 4 5 
Aesthetics 1 2 3 4 5 
Perceived 
Qual i ty 1 2 3 4 5 
5 
Extremely 
Different 
I 
I 
A Thl!rmildlJr/IdMlI! Hinq -~----------------------~~~~~~~~~ 
December 3, 1987 
DGvid B. Browe 
1308 AvondGle Ave. 
Richmond, VA., 23227 
DeGr ThermGdor/WGste King Customer: 
A MASCO COMPANY 
ThermGdor/WGste King strives to produce products with 
desirGble feGtures Gnd benefits. Input from consumers 
is vitGlly importGnt to these efforts. This quest ion-
nGire is pGrt of G study to help meGsure our perfor-
aGnce. TGke G few minutes to read Gnd answer the 
questions Gnd return the questionnGire in the enclosed 
postage-pGid envelope as soon as possible. You need not 
put your nGme on the questionnGire. The dollGr bill is 
enclosed GS a saGII token of appreciation for your as-
sistGnce. 
ThGnk you for your help. 
Sincerely, 
y~ €fl~ve-
DGvld B. Browe 
~""'33 5119DISTRICTBOULEVARD, • LOS ANGELES, CAUFORNIA • 90040 
P.O. BOX ZZ1Z9 • LOS ANGELES, CAUFORNIA • 900ZZ 
I 
A. J decided to buy my Thermador/Waste King dishwasher 
after a demonstration/explanation by a 
Xi tchen Dealer 2. Appliance Dealer 3. Friend 4.0ther 
B. I purchased my dishwasher from a 
1. Kitchen Dealer 2. Appliance Dealer 3. Other 
c. I have been using my new dishwasher for ___ months. 
When making your Thermador/Waste King dishwasher pur-
chase deCision, how important were the following dimen-
sions of product quality to you? CIRCLE ONE HUKBER FOR 
EACH QUEST I ON. 
1 
Unimportant 
2 3 
Moderately 
Important 
4 5 
Very 
Important 
D. Performance 
Ability to clean 1 2 3 4 5 
dishes/glassware 
Ability to clean 1 3 4 
pots and pans 
Drying 1 2 3 4 5 
Quiet operation 1 2 3 4 5 
E. Aesthetics 
Styling 1 2 3 4 5 
Fit & Finish 1 2 3 4 ,'5 
FeeJ 1 2 3 4 5 
(tactile sensation) 
K. Expected Reliability 
(frequency of repair) 1 2 3 4 5 
L. Expected Serviceability 
(speed of repair) 1 2 3 4 5 
M. Expected Durabi I i ty 
<product life) 1 2 3 4 5 
Please circle only one answer in each of the following categories 
N. A~~ of respondent 20-34 35-4-4 45-60 over 60 
O. Marital Status single married other 
P. If married, do both partners work? yes no .' ··retlred 
Q. Averag. combined yearly Income (circle highest number that reflects 
faai Iy income) 
$30,000 $-40,000 $60,000 $80,000 $100,000+ 
R. Complete the following sentence. (Optional) 
J wish my Theraador/WasteKlng dishwasher ••••• 
If you care to, please co_ent on any aspect of your purchase 'decision 
not covered in this questionnaire. (Optional) 
A Thl!rmiJdlJrlbJiISIl! Hin" ~-~----~~--------------------~~~~~~==~~~~-
'~1133 
December 3, 1987 
David B. Browe 
1308 Avondale Ave. 
Richmond. VA •• 23227 
A MASCO COMPANY 
Dear Thermador/Yaste King Customer: 
Thermador/Yaste King strives to produce products with 
desirable features and benefits. Input from consumers 
is vitally important to these efforts. This question-
naire is part of a study to help measure our perfor-
Mance. Take a few minutes to read and answer the 
questions and return the questionnaire in the enclosed 
postage-paid envelope as soon as possible. You need not 
put your name on the questionnaire. The dollar bill is 
enclosed as a small token of appreciation for your as-
sistance. 
Thank you for your help. 
Sincerely. 
~~ f?fl~~ 
David B. Browe 
5119 DISTRICT BOULEVARD, • LOS ANGELES, CAUFORNIA • 8OCU0 
P.O. BOX 22129 • LOS ANGELES, CAUFORNIA • 90022 
A. I decided to buy my Thermador Cook'n'Vent cooktop after 
a demonstration/explanation by a 
1. Kitchen Dealer 2. Appliance Dealer 3. Friend 4. Other 
B. I purchased my cooktop {rom a 
1. Kitchen Dealer 2. Appliance Dealer 3. Other 
C. J have been using my new cooktop for months. 
When making your Thermador Cook'n'Vent purchase decision 
how Important were the follovlng dimensions of product 
quality to you? CIRCLE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH QUESTION. 
1 
Unimportant 
D. Performance 
Surface Cooking 
Gr i J ling 
Grlddllng 
Ease of Cleaning 
E. Aesthetics 
Styling 
Color 
Fit & Finish 
Feel 
(tactile sensation) 
2 3 
Moderately 
Iaportant 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 , 2 
4 
3 .-
3 4 
3 .. 
3 4 
3 
3 .. 
3 .-
3 .. 
5 
Very 
Important 
5 
5 
-.. 
5 
5 
" 
5 
5 
5 
5 
F. 
G. 
H. 
Expected Reliability 
(frequency of repair) 1 2 3 4 5 
Expected Serviceability 
(sp.ed of repair) 1 2 3 4 5 
Expected Durability 
(product Ii fe) 1 2 3 4 ··5 
Now that you have had an opportunity to use your 
cooktop, evaluate it us!ng the same quality dimensions. 
CJRCLE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH QUESTJON. 
1 3 4 5 
Far Below 
Expectations 
2 
Below 
Expectations 
Meets 
Expectations 
Above 
Expectations 
Far Above 
Expectations 
I. Perfor.ance 
Surface Cooking 1 2 3 4 5 
Grilling 1 2 3 4 5 
Gri ddllng 1 2 3 4 5 
Ea.e of Cleaning 1 2 3 4 5 
J. Ae.thetlcs 
Styling 1 2 3 4 5 
Color 1 2 3 4 5 
Fit & Finl sh 1 2 3 4 5 
Feel 1 2 3 4 5 
(tactile sensation) 
K. Expected Reliability 
(frequency of repair) 1 2 3 4 5 
L. Expected Serviceability 
(speed of repair) 1 2 3 4 5 
M. Expected Durabl11 ty 
<product J J fe) 1 2 3 4 5 
?!~ase ClrCle only one answer in each of the following categories. 
N. Age of respondent 20-34 35-44 45-60 over 60 
O. Marital Status single married other 
P. If married, do both partners work? yes no retired 
Q. Average combined yearly income (circle highest nUllber that reflects 
family income) 
$30,000 $40,000 '60,000 '80,000 $100,000+ 
R. Complete the following sentence. (Optional) 
I wish my Thermador Cook'n'Vent cooktop ••••• 
If you care to, please cOllllent on any aspect of your purchase decision 
not covered in this questionnaire. (Optional) 
A ThermiJdarlhlaste Hin" ~------------------------~~~~==~==~~~­A MASCO COMPANY 
.!'~"U 
December 3, 1967 
David B. Browe 
1306 Avondale Ave. 
Richmond, VA., 23227 
Dear Thermador/Yaste King Customer: 
Thermador/Waste King strives to produce products with 
desirable features and benefits. Input from consumers 
is vitally important to these efforts. This question-
naire is part of a study to help measure our perfor-
Mance. Take a few minutes to read and answer the 
questions and return the questionnaire in the enclosed 
postage-paid envelope as soon as possible. You ne~d not 
put your name on the questionnaire. The dollar bill 1s 
enclosed as a small token of appreCiation for your as-
sistance. 
Thank you for your help. 
Sincerely. 
[;T~ a?fl~~ 
David B. Browe 
5118 DISTRICT BOULEVARD, • LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA. 800f0 
P.O. BOX22128 • LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA. 80022 
A. J decided to buy my Thermador micro-thermal oven after a 
demonstration/explanation by a 
1. ·Kitchen Dealer 2. Appliance Dealer 3. Friend 4. Other 
B. J purchased my oven from a 
1. Kitchen Dealer 2. Appliance Dealer 3. Other 
c. J have been using my new oven for ___ months. 
D. 
When making your Thermador micro-thermal oven purchase 
decision, how important were the following dimensions of 
product quality to you? CIRCLE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH 
QUESTION. 
1 
Unimportant 
Performance 
Baking 
Broiling 
Microwaving 
Combination Cooking 
2 
1 
1 
1 
3 
Moderately 
I_port ant 
2 
2 
2 
1 2 
4 
3 4 
3 4 
3 4 
3 4 
5 
Very 
laportant 
5 
5 
5 
5 
E. Aesthetics 
Styling 1 2 3 4 5 
Color 1 2 3 ,4 5 
" 
.. ' 
Fit & Finish 1 2 3 .. 5 
Feel 1 2 3 4 5 
(tactile sensation) 
F. 
G. 
H. 
Expected Reliability 
(frequency of repair) 1 2 3 4 5 
Expected Serviceability 
(speed of repair) 1 2 3 4 5 
Expected Durablll ty 
(product 1 I f e) 1 2 3 4 5 
Now that you have had an opportunity to use your oven, 
evaluate it using the same quality dImensions. ~lRC~~ 
ONE NUMBER FOR EACH QUEST I ON. 
1 3 4 5 
Far Below 
Expectations 
2 
Below 
Expectations 
Meets 
Expectations 
Above 
Expectations 
Far Above 
Expectations 
I. Performance 
Baking 1 2 3 4 5 
Bro 111 ng 1 2 3 4 5 
Microwaving 1 2 3· 4· 5· 
Combination Cooking 1 2 3 4 5 
J. Aesthetics 
Styling 1 . 2 3 4 5 
" .~" 
Color 1 2 3 4 5 
Fit & Finish 1 2 3 4 5 
Feel 1 2 3 4 5 
(tactile sensation) 
K. Expected Reliability 
(frequency of repair) 1 2 3 4 5 
L. Expected Serviceability 
(speed of repair) 1 2 3 4 5 
H. Expected Durability 
<product I j f e) 1 2 3 4 5 
Please circle only one answer in Q~ch nf ~hg f:!!:wlni cat~~gcies 
N. Age of respondent 20-34 35-44 45-60 over 60 
O. Marital Status single married other 
P. If married, do both partners work? yes no retired 
Q. Average combined yearly incoa. 
$30,000 $40,000 $60,000 $80,000 '100,000+ 
Complete the following sentence.COptional) 
I wish my Theraador aicro-theraal oven ••••• 
If you care to, please comment on any aspect of your purchase decision 
not covered in this questionnaire. (Optional) 
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